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MR. HALPERN: I know.

INTERVIEWER: “Anyone who thinks you have been running back and
forth to Capital H111 with briefcases bulging with secrets
which you are-éager to bestow upoh us hasn't sat on my side of
the desk."

MR. HALPERN: Do you want me to comment?

INTERVIERER: Yes.

MR. HALPERN: I think the person who made that.comment didn't

_realize how much he was getting. He may have been ignorant of

what the intellicence business was all about, what the
profession was all about, what the Community was all about.

And he may have thought that Colby wasn't giving him‘the keys
to the guardhéuse. But in fact I think he was. Again, I
wasn't there at the fime so I am only guessing. But_I,think he
did give them keys. 1 think the Congressmdn who made that
comment thought that there should have been a hell of a lot
more. I think he was living in a dream world. He didn't
realize how much he was getting from Bill. As I said before, I
would have pfeferred if the Congressmen really had to dig and.
burrow and argue for every piece of paper. That's a personal
view and I think that I would, if I had been there I would have
tried to see what we could do to keep it that way. I must say
I can image Seymour'Bolfon trying to COnvjnce Bill Colby about
not pushing things forwafd.and not rushing things. And maybe
he succeeded in ho]ding back some stuff or at least delaying
production of some stuff. But I can imagine Colby totally
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léverruling‘Seymour most of‘the time or some of the time. I
don't know. ;But I can't imagine Bolton, knowing Seymour very
well indeed, that Seymour would want fo go rushing foward with
this thing because if nothing else, Bolton was a political |
animal. He had the best politica? sense of many guyé there.
INTERVIEWER: He did? _ '
MR. HALPERN: Oh, he was ferrific on this. He was basicall) a
political action officef and always was. And particularly in

Germany, he knew the German scene very well indeed. And the

German leaders very well indeed, /
{M__#____J But that is another storyAJ7

Elet me put it that way. VYears ago. Anyway, I can'see
Colby saying, "Oh I know better than that, Seymour. I know how

to handle those guys; Let me handle it my way. AndeFll
handle it my way." But. Seymour would be a good staff officer
and provide Colby with all the information that Colby should
have. And it would be up to Bill then to make the decision on
what fo do. That Congressman, I think, thought there was much
more and thought that probably Bill was holding out on him. My
- own gut feeling, and it is purely that, was that Bill did not
hold out. And he wasn't trying to hold anything back. »I think
he really believed, probably to this day, that he did the right
thing by making things eésier by showing a cooperative spirit,
by‘putting things forward, and I think the other apocryphal

statement I made, you know, about, do you have to go to
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‘confession'everyday is the cher'sjde to that same question.

And the Congressman, I think, was just full of delusions.
That's about all I can say.

INTERVIEWER: How about your reflections on media coverage of
the Congressional investigations? Do you feel they were
objective? ' |

MR. HALPERN: MWell, obviously not. They were not objective.
They were all hype. Nothing buf hype. If you looked at some

of the stories that appeared in- the print media and the radio

“and television media, the headline always had to have those

three nasty 1etters. CIA. I don't care what it was. They
always dug up a CIA headline. You take a look at the obituary

pages of The Post and New York Times and invariably if Somebody

died -- God knows where and God knows how long they'd_ been
sick, with cancer or had an accident, got killed in a car crash

-~ and if they happened to have been in CIA even as a logistics

. officer or a finance clerk or a courier, and if they could dig

out the word CIA, that Qould be in the headline. “CIA Courier
Dead" or "CIA Officer Killed" or so anav;o. It was always the
CIA. It use to make me sick to my stomach to watch these
things on fé]evisionf To this day I can't watch Tom Brokow
without rememberihg some of his absolute awful, asinine
statements that he made as a great pontificator on all of this
stuff. Dan Rather was bad enough but he wasn't on top then.

It was Walter Cronkite. But Dan was always covering
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this thing. He was Bad, but he wasn't quite that bad. I think
Brokaw was the worst.’

INTERVIEWER: Daniel Schorr, was he . .

MR. HALPERN: Schorr was a bad one all the way through. They
were always looking for that CIA headline. It could have
something tb do with some other Agency but if it was
intelligence, CIA élways got the hook. Let me give you a
perfect example of what I am talking about. You remember, I'm
sure, the famous picture of that so-called assassination gun?
The dart gun -- |

INTERVIEWER: Right.

MR. HALPERN: --that Church was holding up and Tower was

. Tooking over the side and what have you.A And first of all,

Bill Colby should neﬁer have brought that,up on the Hill. He

fshouldn't have taken it up there. But it was labeled to this

day, and it's even in the John Ranelagh book, and I tried to
get him to correct it in thé paperback but he couldn't because,
I think, because of the fact that there was a caption under a
photograph and to change a plate like that is very expensive
for a publisher. John trfed to make some changgs in the text,
not the caption under the photograph, but in the text itself to
indicate what I was trying to tell them; that by dammft, it was
not the CIA gun. The gun happened to have been found in one of
the safes at CIA when these young kids were running around in

the safes in their bare feet. And in the testimony on the Hill
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" before the Church Committeé; it appears in the bloody same book

that the téstimOny of Colby's in, two‘days later, two Or“thfee
days latér, Dr.'Sensgney 6f the Special Operations Division of
the Department of the Army at Fort Dietfich, Maryland, Dr,
Senseney testified. And in high dudgéon pfactically when he
said, "That's not a CIA gun. I'm the guy who dévelbped.the
gun. I deVelobed~it and not for CIA. I developed it for the
entfré US Government and it had nothing to do with Operation
MONGOOSE or Cuba. It wasn't even developed then. I developed
it fbr the Special Forces in Vietna@ in 1965. It's my gun. He

:did it. It's an Army gun," But no, you'll never find it in

history today. It's a?ﬁays a CIA gun. It's going to be a CIA

gun until you and I are deadland»long after. They can't

“correct the history books. And it's all in the same bloody,

green covered set of hearings where Dr. Senseney says, "It's my
gun." | | |
INTERVIENER: How does Senseney spéll his name? You know?

MR. HALPERN: I'11 give it to you. Hold on.

INTERVIEWER: The machine is back on.

MR..HALPERN:' I'm not making this up. This is Volume I of the

Church Committee Hearings and oddly enough the title of the

Volume is "Unauthorized Storage of Toxic Agents."™ And that

subject has got nothing to do with the dart gun. Anyway, Bill
testified with that dart gun nonsense and he had with him at

the time Sayre Stevens and'Mitch>Rogovin'On September the 16th,
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1975. On September the 18th, 1975, two days later, Dr. Charles
A. Senseney, spelled S-E~N-S-E-N-E-Y. He was Department of
befense empioyee formerly in a Special Oberations Division at
Fort Dietrich, Maryland. ‘And if you'll wait a minute I'11 give
you the actual page number of that. I've been trying to get
this damn thing. People won't listen to me and nobody wii].
INTERVIEWER: HWell I am aﬁd the machine is and we'll get it out
to the public.

MR. HALPERN: If you'"l1l hang on one minute -- here it is. This
is what I wrote to John Ranelagh and I sent it to him in this
form. He took 80 percent of these 38 pages when he put out his
paperback. Anyway, I'm saying this, "Re the photo of Senator

tChurch holding a dart gun. The gun was not a CIA gun. It was

not developed in the eariy 60's. It was not developed as part

of Operation MONGOOSE. "See Church Committee Hearings, Volume

I, Testimony of Charles A. Senseney, Department of Defense,

Special Operations Division, September 18, 1975, Pages 159 to

177. . . The gun was developed long after MONGOOSE which was

run from October 1961 to October 1962. It was developed in

1965 for Spécial Forceé'in Vietnam and was avai]able‘for all

‘interested government agencies." Quote unquote. And there's

the text. But the media two days later never mentioned a word
about, "Two‘dayé ago we gave you a report.about that dart gun.
We called it a CIA gun. Oops, we made a mistake. It's not a
CIA dart gun." You think Colby as DCI even tried to put out a
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correction to the press, a notice saying, "Hey fellas, please
put even a little ﬁalf-inch box in somewhere on page 55." CIA

didn't do a thing. And I hold Bill responsible for that and

I'm sorry to be so strong about it. But that is Bill's fault.

He brought that bloody gun up there. He knew what they were
doing. He saw the headlines as well as you and me, and the '
print media and the television media, the electronic media and
the radio. He never did anything at all to try to correct the
record. At the time it might, big might, big question mark, '
might have had some impact on some of the media to say, "00PS,
it wasn't a CIA gun, it Qas a Department of Defense gun."
Never. Never! I tried to do it in my own lfftle way. I
didn‘t have a chance fo even start. i;ve told everybody that I
could think of including Bill Colby the same story I am.tefling
you. I said, "I am not making it up. It's all in the same
green document." |

INTERVIEWER: Doés hé‘mentionvthat in his book? I don't
remember that. Does he mention that in his'book? Does Bill
Colby mention this? I don't think so.

MR. HALPERN: He never made any attempt to correct the record.
Sure the gun was there. I'm not denying that. But it wasn't a
CIA dart gun or the CIA assassination gun. Nobody in the media
tried to correct the record. Church didn't, obviously.

Never. But the guy who should have done something is Bill

Colby. And I hold Bill personally responsible for not doing
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anything about it.

INTERVIEWER: I'm glad to get it on the record.

MR. HALPERN: It's on the record. I've had it on the record so
many times with people; I've told this to Seymour Hersh. But
he didn't believe me until he did his own homework. Hé didn't
even believe in looking at my copy. It wasn't here in this
house. I was ouf with him. I do my homework. And when I've
got, you know, I said, "I'm not saying this. Here, you read
it." He had to do his own homework énd he finally told me at
another subsequent sessioh; he said, “Yes, you were right;
Sam." I said, "I didn't make it up.” And I don't know
Senseney from a hole in the wall. You got me at the wrong

moment.

~INTERVIEWER: I'm glad to get it.

MR. HALPERN: TI'm getting hot under the collar.

INTERVIEWER: That's fine. That's fine.

MR. HALPERN: I don't mind, you know, taking blame for
something we did. And there is no blame in having a dart gun,
by dammit. I think Senseney was right to have perfected one.
The fact that we didn't use it and nobo¢y else used if. that's
another one of those wasted things, wasted efforts maybe. But
if suddenly somebody needed -- well, we did use it, I'm
sorry. But not as an assassination weapon. We used it against
dogs.

INTERVIEWER: Right, guard dogs.
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MR. HALPERN: The guard dogs were put to sleep in at least one
operation. |

INTERVIEWER: You know in Spy Catcher there is mention of a

‘dart gun. And I wondered when I read that whether the British

had worked on it and theh)we did? I wasn't sure.

MR. HALPERN: According to Senseney, he did this on his own.
He and his Iaboratory types. I don't know Senseney. It's all
in here. Read the written report.’

INTERVIEWER: A1l right. I'm going to.

MR. HALPERN: You know, it'sllikeAthis business I told you
about my being out in Boulder, Colorado at the World Affairs
Conference. Perfectvexampie.v.lt‘s okay for somebody to use
the Church Committee Reports to damn CIA, but I can't use the
same bloody report td defend CIA. So where the hellldé you go?
INTERVIEWER: In one hell of a circle, that's for sure.

MR. HALPERN: That's for sure. Round and round and round.
Anyway,.yOU‘caught he at a wfong moment.

INTERVIEKWER: No,'it‘s-fine. Tell me, why do you think the
press was playing all CIA ub and playing CIA . . .?

MR. HALPERN: I think part of the same business of being
anti-establishment, anti-government. Remember, this is after
ertnam, after Watergate. It all adds up. Attack, attack,
attack, attack, attack.

INTERVIEWER: Anti-secrecy?
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MR. HALPERN: MWell, partly. Sure. Remember, the Freedom of

Information Act was just beginning to be used. And it's part

_of the whole business, it's against the establishment. And one

:’of the guys who was on the Church Committee staff, one of the

staffers, Rick Inderfurth, I think is his name.

INTERVIEWER: Yeah. ,

MR. HALPERN: Okay, you know that name?

INTERVIEWER: Yes, I do.

MR. HALPERN: MWell, after the Church Committee business, his

next job was in the media on television as a correspondent.

INTERVIEWER: Oh, I didn't know that.

MR. HALPERN: Guys were looking for other jobs. So, you know
looking out for their future. I don't object to that but I'
hate for them to havé gotten ahead over the dead bodies of the

Intelligence Community. I mean, it's a little bit beyond the

pale as far as I'm concerned.

INTERVIEWER: Okay, how about the writings of Seymour Hersh.
Significant factor?

MR. HALPERN: Yes. If nothing else The New York Times -- and

The New York Times still has an impact -- and when you have two

big froht page stories like that, it's going to make an
impact. And it did make an impact. And particularly when he
had the help, and he admits it, and Colby admits it, he had the
help of the DCI, Colby;‘who confirmed to him a lot of the stuff
he had about some of the activities in New York, some of which
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were wrong. And Colby didn't even know they were wrohg. But
Coltiy went ahead. This . is part of Colby's prbblem again ~L_
giving awéy more thaﬁ he has to give'away. Why the hell he
talked to Hersh beats the hell out of me.

INTERVIEWER: Okay. How about certain newspapers. HWere they
especi;lly harsh in their treatment of CIA during the time?
MR. HALPERN: Yeah. 'i don‘f?know'of any that wasn't. There

may have been some around the country.

"INTERVIEWER: . Christain Science Monitor, maybe?

MR. HALPERN: Nope. Oh no.»ho, no, no. The Monitor was along
with evefybody e}se. They wére a part of the pack. And I've
got all the ciippings. The Monifor was parf of the pack.
INTERVIEWER: Hall Street Journal?

MR. HALPERN: That deon'f know. I don't read the Wall Street

Journal'religiously._ I used to read The Monitor, The Post, and

The New York Times very religiously. I found that I: a.
couldn't afford :them all, and b. my clippings were overflowing

the room anyway, and I just read The Monitor and The Washington-

Post and, of course, Time magazine.

 INTERVIEWER: HWashington Star? Was that . . .

MR. HALPERN: The NashingtonvStdr was‘going but they were all

on the attack. Nobody wanted to bevieft out. Everyone, they

~all wanted to be part of the show. And that's why you had the

‘ televisioniand the radio, a1l the different channels. I-don'f

care what, all the news broadcast. It was almost as if
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everybody said, “This is the tiﬁe_fel!as and we are all going

to make head]inés." ’Apd‘they were all lTooking for headlines nd

matter what it was. Good, bad, or indifferent. They didn't
care about the facts. This was one of the reasons that AFIO
was created — e called it ARIO when we first began under Dave

Phillips -- to try to put some Kind of moderation and some.kind

~of factual sense 1nto_some of these guys who had absolutely no

concept of what the hell they were doing, what they Qere
talking about. It was jﬁst tike the Representativés and the
Senators who didn't have any idea except thaf they all thought
this was James'Bond fun and games stuff. And theré\was no
leavening of any kind of criticism. And what wé‘Were trying‘to
do, at least in the AFIO side or the ARIO side, was té‘have a

place where the media could come and talk to us. And we

weren't going to give awaylanyisecrets. And we didn'f. But to

put things in perspective, put things in context. Try to
explain to them what the hell that terminology was, what the
definitions were, what covert.action was. You know, nobody

knew.

‘INTERVIEWER: AFIO or ARIO ran a gquestionnaire with its:

membership. Do.ybu know whatever hdppened to the questionnaire?
Mk. HALPERN: The questionngife'was put out at the request ‘of
one of the members who wés éoing so&eAkind of a study -- a

Ph.D. or a Masters or somethihg. He was doing a paper. And
tﬁis was a part of his paper. Ana I don't know what the
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results were. I never saw the finished product. But you can
check with the office and see if they have it.

INTERVIEWER: I saw some mention in one of the Congressional

- documents, Dave Phillips in testimony, maybe for government

operations.

MR. HALPERN: Well, 1t may have been. But again, Dave wasn't
running the questionhaire. That was an individual member's
effort and using AFIO as a means of getting if out to the

membership in kind of one fell swoop. He didn't have any way

of getting —- I doh't know what the membership was, maybe a

thousand or fifteen-hundred something like that -- he wouldn't
have any way of reaching that many people as a private
individual. So we sent out the questionnaire that he
prepared. And as a métter of fact I don't think I even
responded to it because I thought some of the questions were
silly. And I didn't see any point iﬁ answering silly
questions. |

INTERVIEKER: You didn't save if?

MR. HALPERN: No, I.dfdn't. I'm sorry.

INTERVIEWER:. I'm just curious because from the testimony there
are some percentages.

MR. HALPERN: Dave may have. You might ask Dave. Dave may
have saved it. I don't know if the office itself saved it.

They weren't very history-minded in the office.
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INTERVIEWER: ~ How about your impressions regarding support from

the White House during the Congressional investigations?

MR. HALPERN: Again, from the outside looking in . . .
INTERVIEWER: Right.

MR. HALPERN: I don't think the White House was very
supportive, or at least as supportive as they might have been.
But I think I've always thought that they might have been more
supportive if Colby had beenrmore honest with the White House
in the very beginning.:'And the beginning to me is January 15,
1975, before the Church Committee. And read Colby's book about
that. I mean, he himself says, you know, says he was out of
step, basically. And if I were sitting in the White House, why
would I suddenly think that this guy was going to work witﬁ

me. You know, he cuf my feet off at the stumps, at the hips,
the first time around. And there is no way I can pull him back
now. I think the White House was concerned, I think Henry
Kissinger was concerned about the fact of the loss of emphasis
and the loss of capability in the Intelligence Community and
how to stem that particular problem. And if you remember, Ford
came out with his own plan of reorganizing the Community and
took a bit of the wind out of the sails of the Church
Committee, which I thought was a smart thing to do. It may
have been cosmetic aﬁd it may have been simply a deal. But by
that time he was dealing with Bush in ‘76, a differént kind of

[}
a guy. And well, an Executive Order came out under Ford in
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Febrﬁary of"760and it's called the Bush paper. It wasn't. I
mean, Bush couldn't possibly, even with his staff, have written

a new Executive Order in the couple of weeks that he was in the

office. It had fo be the one that was brepared by Célby and

his staff or his staff officers. So that was basically the
order.that came out in '76 with a Bill Colby related order, an
attempt to do something. But-again, why should the White Housé
ahd all of it's parts gone out of its way to work with a gquy

they weren't sure of? Now when Bush took over in '76-it's a

- different stbry. But by*that time the damage had been done.

It was '75 when the damage was done, not '76, because by '76

‘the Hearings had‘died’down,vthe coveragé had died down, and it

was only Starting to come up again when they started to.show
fhese’greénfbooks~and'the reports and the Heérings and by that
time it was the middle of '76. But it doesn't take long to
destroy an Intelligence Community. You know, boom.
INTERVIEWER: Did you ever hear anything of the role of Mr.
Haig? ) 7
MR. HALPERN: Not much. Not much. At least I don't remember.
I think by that time Al was out of town. MWasn't he in Europe
at that time? By '76? |

INTERVIEWER: By '76, he would have been.

MR. HALPERN: Yes, he would héve been in Europe by fhat time. |

So I don't remember hearing-of Al very much.
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INTERVIEWER: That's right. He went off to Europe. How about
this: A numbér of observers believe the Congressﬂonal Hearings
in this year of investigation were a real watershed in CIA
history.

MR. HALPERN:  Oh sure. Before the deluge and after the
deluge. No qqestion. ‘No question. He thought we had a
problem in '67. .That‘s about nine years earlier, eight years
ear}ier when we had the Ramparts flap. And that was a

tremendous flap. And I think we discussed that last time and

_ I'mon tape on that. But that was the first big real problem

we had, big war issue. I mean, the Bay of Pigs was bad enough,
but that was 1imited, by comparison, to the Ramparts flap which
was worldwide in its significance; and covered a whole variety
of subjects, in terms of the different covers we had used and-
in terms of the different things we had done. Even though it
was all covert actioﬁ. But by '75 we weren't just talking
covert action. The Bay of Pigs was also covert action. It
just happened to be paramilitary activity of covert action, but

it was covert action. But by '75 you are getting into

‘intelligence, yod are getting into counterintelligence, you're

getting the whole "shmear," let alone the CA stuff, fhe covert
action stuff. So '75 was the first time there was across the
board from A to Zed and back again. And if.was the kitchen
sink, soup, appleé, huts, eVerything. And it wésn‘t just CIA,

it was the entire Community, which even hurt worse than that.
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It included things liké NSA, which up until then had been
really sacrosanct.. And they blew stuff in NSA like, I wish I
knew the detail. Buf all you've got to do is read the stuff

and can have a feel for what the hell went wrong there. They

‘blew more than théy-shodld have.

INTERVIEWER: There was a comment by Bob Hoodwarq in Veil that

Bill Colby in the:Hearings, his real success was that:he

“protected NSA.

MR. HALPERN: Oh, I'vé;got hearings in there about NSA and NSA.

being on the firing line, and I know the staff officer who

~helped prepare most of the testimony by the Director of NSA at

the”fime, Genera]ASOmefhing or other. I forget his name right
how. The guy who did most of thevwork hadvbeen a college
classmate of mine at fhe,NatiQnal War College, Jack Harding.
And it hurt very ba&ly all the way around. And Colby couldn't
have possibly protected fhem.

INTERVIEWER: Woodward overstated it.

MR. HALPERN: And as a matter of fact, I think part of the

problem, again sittihg on the outside, was that each of the
agencies in turn had to protect their own domain and their own

activities. And no DCI, I don't care who he was, could have

_been able to coordinate and alter the extent of trying to come

up with a solid front. 1 think if he did there might have been

some law which said you are- in collusion. So you can't, you
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know, you are notfallbwed.to defend yourself together. I don't
know, I'm just guessing. ] ‘ ‘
INTERVIEWER: Okay. How about the Congressional investigations
—- affect Agency morale a lot or‘. - |

MR. HALPERN? Well, I,can‘only assume again from the outside
that they had tot I know people talked to'me about it from
people who were insfde; talking to me on the outside, in terms
of what its done in terms of morale. I think as I said before,
the feelings of, if you guys who had been herévbefore-hadn‘t‘
done those nasty things, we wouldn't be under the'gun.y We are
back to square one on that.

INIERVIENER: Sure. Okay. The issue of oversight. Do yéu

‘believe that oversight by two select committees is preferable
‘to the earlier oversight by six to eight committees? _ .

MR.. HALPERN: We never had six to eight as such. There were

four committees of Congress which had oversight, two in the
House and two %n'the Senate. There was under the Hughes-Ryan
Amendment six to eight committees we reported to. I wasn't

involved anymore.‘ But anyway, the Agency had to report on

~covert action. It was a separate subject.

INTERVIEWER: Right; good distinction.
MR. HALPERN: So that there‘never were more than four OVersight

committees as such. And now we are down to two. And I have

been on public record and in print favoring one committee. As

long as you are going to have committees, have one.. But people
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forget that even when you have only two now, we still have to

—-- remember the Agency still reports to Foreign Affairs, briefs
them on foreign_affairs. The House Armed Services Committee
still gets special reporting. The Appropriations Committees in
both the House and the Senate are'glggxglinvolved with
everything. So you've got four committees right now anyway.
Minimum. In practical daily life. You've got to go to
Appropriations and nobody in Congress is ever going to keep
Appropriations out of anything. And on top of that, then there
is Government Operations. I could go on forever. So boiling
it down to even one joint committee, it'11 help some, but it
won'‘t solve the prob!eﬁ. But it is better than having two;
with two separate staffs.

INTERVIEWER: Okay how about, do you think it is practical for
the Congress to be informed:of the covert activities of the
Agency? | |

MR. HALPERN: Yes, within limits, within reason. They are not,
as I said before, they #re not part of the Executive and they
are not going to be -~ I hope they are not going to be -- in
charge of or as part of making the decision whether you are
going to do something or not. And whether that is cover action
or whether thatvis sending the Marines in, you can't have them
sitting there telling you you can do it or you can't do it.

Not if you are going to be a President.
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INTERVIEWER: Okay, what about this one, Sam, and you've really -
been very, very patient. I really appreciate.it. What are the

lessons that you think are to be learned from the Church and

Pike investigations? Either institutional lessons, that is the

Agency or. . .
MR. HALPERN: I think first of all you need one, I think if you
are going to have an oversight it should be one joint

committee, a small oversight committee, not very many numbers

either in staff or in Representatives and Senators. The -

Director has to be honest with these guys. He has got to tell

them lots of things that he normally wouldn't tell them, I
think. And what he tells them has to be cleared with the
President before he tells them, except for the normal mundane
things like normal bﬁdget stuff and normal peréonnel figures.
No President}should get involved in that. It's silly. But in
terms of specific activities, whether 1ntel]igenté collection
or counterinfelligence or covert action, don't dummy up with
Congress. On the other hand, you've got to build a rapport
where there are certain things they are not going to ask you
about -- they shouldn't ask you about -- such as identities of
agents; and that.kind of thing. Such_ as fhe kind of liaison
arrangements you make with foreign Qovernments. Yeah, they
might consider it as a treaty and, therefore, it comes under
the treaty making power. It's advise and consent powers of the

Senate. But I think they've got to bite the bullet themselves

188
SECRET



13-00000

SECRET

and realize that certaih things are not for discussion even at
that level. I think a DCI has to glad-hand the people on the
HI11 —— not all 100 of them in the Senate or 435 in the House,
obviously. But the House and the Senate have gdt to have some
delegation of their responsibilities, their authofity and what
have you to a hand?ul of people And that can't change every
six months or every two years. There are going to be some guys

who are going to stay there for a while. And that's why the

‘arguments against the joint committee because the House of

Représentatives3has‘an election every two years. But a lot of
guys.Are in there‘for life, basically. They come from safe,
whaf thé British would call safe boroughs, you know, safe
distripts. Tt's oﬁly thé rare.thing that's going to changef
it. So‘there has got to be some kind of give and take on

this. And théy've got to grow into this real world, on the

‘ Hill. that certain things you just don't ask about particularly

in the intelligence and the counterintelligence field. You
know, if a Congressman says, “Tell me who the Soviet spies, who
the Soviets have recruited on my staff." Uh uh. You don't
tell them that if you've got any good hard information, not
until you are absolutely certain and‘nOt until you've got some
kind of an operatibn running to control the damn thing énd play
them back or whatever the situation is, because these guys, the
first thing theyzdo is fire'the guy. That's the last‘thing in

the world you want to do if you are running a

counterintelligence operation. So you've got to have givé and
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take on this kind of stuff. You've got to play games with
these guys on the Hill. You've got to wine them and dine them

and breakfast them, or whatever the phraSe is. I think the

‘DCI, whoever he is, has got fo»be able to work with a select

group of beople on the Hill who have got to have the confidence

of the rest of their colleagues,'whom-they can trust and who

can understand, like Hudd1éston says, that not everybody in
Congress is going to know everything that these guys are going
to know. These guys in turn are going to have- to understand
that they can't knOW'everythjng either. There are some things
that you just don't talk about. ‘And. I'm not talking about
these big covert action bperations and what have you. They'll
hear dbodt those when it comes to passing the money for a _
parficular'political act10n>operation or a paramilitary

operation. Those things take ‘lots of dough. It's like in the

.~ old days the Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty took lots of

money to run those radios. And Congress knew what the hell was
going_on. And Congress knew that RFE and RL were advertising
in this country from the very bégihning for American donations
by American citizens to fight Communism via the radio

airwaves. And I don't know if that was legal or not to this
day, but I guess nobody objected. And they didn't object in
the Church Committee to thfs thiﬁg.- Except that now that it is
run by another part of the USAGovernment, that makes it okay.

It'; the same thing.
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INTERVIEMWER: Samé government.

'MR. HALPERN: Same government. Same people involved. Same

appropriations and all that kind of stuff. I don't understand,

honestly, as a citizen, what the hell the big difference is.

So, but in terms of the future, there has got to be some kind
of better répportAthan'developed asga result of the Church and
Pike Committee which was strictly adversarial. And you can't
have that and run intel}igence. I don't care whefher it's NSA,
DIA, CIA, the FBI, the Secret Service, Drug Enforcemeﬁt
Agency. Any of them. And what is it, thére are 11 or 12
components in the Cbmmunity at the moment and all of them have,
you've got to understand, what in the hell the world is all
abodt. And you can't have all of this stuff going up on medié
coverage. And you can't,héve it be used to help somebody's
election prospects. ." ’
INTERVIEWER: Both in thévExecﬁtive and in the Congress.
MR. HALPERN: And the Congress. ‘And the leaks, I am sorry to
say, most of the leaks come from the Executive side. I'm sure
of that. And I've been writing on that, too. And at least‘
from sitting on the oﬁtside, énd I don't know whether I am
right or wrong, but my own gut feeling is. that thg leaks as
they éppear in the bress -- and I don't know forvfhe last 10
years”what, you khow, whatﬂreally js classified. I've got a
feeling for it, that's all." After 32 years in the business you
kind of understand some of this stuff. But moﬁt of the stuff
i91
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is coming‘off of the Executive Branch. . Somebody is trying to

get'some kind’of yea or nea. Or some pluses. And you can't

| run it that way. I'm sbrry. I'm not looking for an Official

Secrets Act, but something that has a better control over who

- says what, how, where and when. So Church and Pike Committees,

if there is,going to be any p1uses‘out of those two‘circuses -

and they were nothing but circuses -- it's got_to be along

those lines. A greéter confidenﬁe, greater working together,
and a better understanding between the'tw0'branéhes of
government that this is a serious life and death business,
partitularly these days. And if you've got some decent
intelligence, I don't care whether it's technical or human --
intelligence is.intél]igehée,—— it-might save us all in the
long run if we know in advance and then can use if in advance.
Lots of times Presidents have misused good intelligence. Or |
wouldn't bélieve'good‘intel1igence. I gave you one exampie,
not a Presidgnt, but senfor officials at the State Department
refused to believe intelligence. And I can give you plenty of
examples within CIA, the DDf wouldn't beiieve human source -
intelligence because it wasn't a.picture and it wasn‘f.SIGINT.

And. chapter énd’vérse, over and over again. And plenty of

" times the human source reporting was wrong. I'm not saying

it's right every time. But there are lots of examples where it
was and it wasn't accepted.’ But'there has got to be a better

acceptance that this is a profession, not just in CIA. I'm
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talking about the Community. Around the world there are
thousands of people jnvo]ved and they are all not out to butter
their own sides on this.thing.';And they are trying to help.
And you've got to give them a chance.' And you've got to work
with them and you've got to trust them. As I said many years
ago to somebody, I forget, and he put it in the newspaper and
he shouldn't have, but he did, I used the phrase something
about, "Someday somebody has got to trust somebody ,sometime" or
something 1ike that. And that may come out of all these damn
hearings. Take a look at the Iran-Contra Hearings which really
just blew you away on the kinds o? things that were going on.
And partly because the people involved in the HWhite Hoqse staff
had no concept of what the hell it was all about, what the
intelligence bus1ness.was all about, what covert act1on was all
about. And when you had Serator, oh, who the hell was it,
Senator Nunn, I think it was Senator;Nuhn,-try to explain to
Admiral Poindexter what the pr{hciple of plausibie deniability
was all about, so help me, Poindexter aidn't have a

cotton-pickin' clue! I sat here wétching this thing and got

_ sick. Watching it. He had no concept of what he was talking

about. Senator Nunn knew a hell of a lot more than he did.
And he was trying gently to lead him to the correct'conclusion
of what the definition is. And these guys were from hunger.
Neither North nof Poindexter had ever had any expefience in

intelligence work at all. And here fhey were running this
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country's separate intelligence network. And it was
unbelievable and frightening. Very frightening.

INTERVIEWER? You think also, in these lessons to be learned
that the ﬁ:iationships between the Agency and the press -- of
course, the Agency can only offer, I suppose offer--— and what
I am suggesting here is how onevdevelops trust between the
Agency and the press. |

MR. HALPERN: And the press?

INTERVIERER& ‘Yeah, and the same'fhing maybe with the public.
MR. HALPERN: It's hard. It's hard. I think it's easier for
something like AFIO to do that kind of creation of trust
becausé AFIO has got no ax to grind. It's true, we know less

and less about what's actually going on inside specific

operations. And that is as it should be. Even though a guy

might retire one.day and come into AFIO the next day and start
talking to theupress, he has got enough sense not to get
involved in specifité: And'it took AFIO a long time to develop
a spirit of cooperation and integrity with the media that are
the, more or less, solid media, the honest media --.not the
kooksv—— to accept an AFIO statement about something in terms
of , you know, good;-bad, or indifferent. At first they

didn't. It took us several years to develop this rapport and I

‘give Dave Phillips a lot of credit for this -- whereby you talk

to theseiguys'and try to prove, you know, we've got no axes to

grind. HWe're not trying to hide anything. MWe've got nothing
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to.hide. And try to help fhem understand why some of these

activities go on.the way they do.

INTERVIEMER: And the same thing with the universities and

colleges?

MR. HALPERN: You try. You try whérever you can. But that's a
tough job. Particularly if you‘gef,universities and colleges
that don't want to have énything to do with inteltigence;
That's a dirty thing. And there a lot of them‘1ike that.

Well, you heard Bob Simmons at the -AFIO convention talking

about the use of academics and intelligence work and all that

kind of stuff as if they are a separate breed of cat. Well,

they are not, not in my opinion anyway, even though they might
think they are. You know, dirty their linen and tar one

academic, and no academic can go abrodd anymore because

everybody will assume that they are all intelligence agents.

Nonsense. Nonsense. If you are going to Russia or you're
going to Africa or wherever youvgo. if‘ypu start asking the

wrong questions even if you are an honest-to-goodness, nothing

-more than a political scientist trying to do a research job in

the middle of Nagadodo, you ask the wrong question there,
you're going to get your head handed to you. You don't have to
be in any way even near,thé United States Government. Or any

other government. Sure, the easiest way the Russians have it

13 if they charge that everybody in the Peace Corps is a CIA

agent, which they did at one time. And a lot of people
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believed them. Or everybody in the Red Cross is a CIA agent or
everybody who is an academic from wherever is a CIA agent. And
pretty soon, you know, everybody is a CIA agent. One of the
problems I think Casey had with the Congressional Hill, and
again this is sitting from the outside, is he kind of gave them
the back of his hand, which automatically creates an
adversarial situation. I don't know how much time he spent
wining and diniqg thém. I mean, having them out to breakfast.
I remember Directors like Allen Dulles or Dick Helms or McCone
and others used to have members of Congress up theré on the
Agency top floor at the dining room where they had lunch, or
breakfast in the Director's dinihg room. And, . you know, tried
to talk to them man to man. And tell fhem_a thing or two that

they'd want to know and ask them questions. And try to work

out some kind of dual relationship without having them become

co-equal managers. That's the big problem. I've got no
objection to telling a guy who ié an elected Representative of
the United States, if he is one of a handful of people picked
by his colleagues to be privy to all the secrets they need to

know to help run the place,'withih Timits, without

micro-managing the thing. Yeah, bring them into the thing.

Tell them a thing or two. Try to teach them what it is all
about and why it is impbrtant that they keep their bloody

mouths shut.
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INTERVIENER: Do you think, again from the outside, in the last
10-12 years, in other wordﬁ, since the investigation, do you
think the Agency has changéd huch;_has learned much?

MR. HALPERN: Nell,Aif Casey is the example, no. I don't know
what has happéned since, but I would hope fh;t somebody is
trying to work out some kind of better reTatibnship.

INTERVIEWER: Do you think Turner?

MR. HALPERN: Oh, I don't think Turner had any real, maybe he

did, but I can't see it.

INTERVIEMWER: it wasn't evident.

MR. HALPERN: I think Turner is su&h a blow-hard that I don't
see how in the hell ‘he could havé-done.it, really. I watched
and listened. I was up there several times when hé was up

there testifying on a‘number of bills, on charter légjs]ation

“and things like that, which-is a tough time to be around. I

think that AFIO, with all due modesty, AFIO people like Walter

Pforzheimer and Larry Houston and John Warner.and others who -

had good connections on the Hill going back to the year one on

the subject and who were believed up on the Hill and accepted
on the Hill -- even some of the staffs couldn't dent that

particular characteristic of theéé three guys -~ I think fhey

'had a very good chance and they did 1nfluence some people

because they were listened to. They didn't have to be accepted
all the way through, obviously, buf at least when these quys
talked, people on the Hill, most of the staffers —-
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" particularly on the Senate side, not the House side,lwhich was

- a mess -— and the Senators themselves understood that these

were three men 6f 1ntegrity‘and honesty. And whkoere trying
to explain thingé to them. And who literally had no axes to
érind. They wéren't going to get a promotion out of this.
INTERVIENER; And they trusted them.

MR. HALPERN: And they trustgd‘thém. And they were honest.

" And my own feeling is, you know, you don't lie to the

Congress. . Literally, you don't tell them a bald-faced lie. I
would never have done what North did or what Abrams did. I

mean, it was absolute nonsense. It's not only heresy, it's

suicide. If you can't tell  them, you say, "I can't tell'you."

Pure and simple; *I cannot tell you. And if'you want to know,
please talk to my'bosé. Ask my boss that question." -Hell, I
know the law says that I am §upposed to tellvyou. I've got to
tel} you. HMell, okay sometime along the way you have to take a

chance and say, "I can't tell you. And if I go to jail, I go

to jail." But that is not easy to do, obviously. But you
don't deliberately lie to these peob1e. -That's all. And the

system is, if you've got to tell them and then they blow it,
well, okay, it's on their head and you've blown it. This is
one of the things about it,is,hard,to be an intelligence

officer in terms of, these days, trying to be sure you can

convince the quy youfére'trying to fecruit or the person you

are trying to recruit, male or female, that you can protect
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their‘identity. And I'm not so sure that's possible these
days. Maybe it is. I hope it is. I knew it was possible in
the old days. But I'm not so sure after what I read so much
these days whether it is or fsn't.

INTERViENER: Khich is' again an important observation relative
to‘the lasf 10-12 yeafé!_ o
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